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THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 


WASHINGTON, D C. 20505 


National Intelligence Officers 


SP - 35/80 
11 March 1980 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 


FROM: 


Kr«srr,v;S!'r.s,.,~. 

Director, National Foreign Assessment Center 
National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Programs 

US No-SALT Options. 




SUBJECT: US — 

1 As you consider whether to p J® SS , t ig Cr pUase B be W "ware a thafoSD is 
consi String «S 

s ,’= sunsa n-s- : 


25X1 A' 


Howard Sttfertz, Or. 


Attachment 


OSD review completed 


cc: Chairman, National Intelligence Council 
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US No-SALT from PA&E: 

1. Twice as many ALCMs as under SALT (about 6,000 vice 3,000); includes 
CMCs. 

2. One more Trident (13 vice 12); includes two D-5-equipped. 

3. Larger MPS deployment if necessary (up to 8,200 in 1989 vice 4,600). 

4. MX same No-SALT as SALT (200 in 1989) 

5. Adds MM in rather than deactivating (650 in 1989 vice 260 in 1989 
under SALT. Note: there are 550 now). 

6. ABM deployment to protect MX if necessary. 

OSD Alternatives (based on Slocombe's 1985 and 1989 aggregate figures): 

1. ALCMs ranging from about the same as SALT to as high or somewhat 
higher than above; includes CMCs (and possibly B-l ? ) . 

2. SLBMs about the same as above. 

3. MPS about the same as above. 

4. MX about 300 vice 200, 12 RVs each vice 10. 

5. MM III remains 550 as at present. 

6. ABM option as above. 

Total Online US Weapons - 



SALT 

No-SALT (PA&E) 

No-SALT Alt. 

1985 

10,000 

12,000 

12-13,500 

1989 

13,000 

18,000 

17-23,000 
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MAR 7 1380 


Admiral Stansfield Turner 
Director of Central Intelligence 
Washington, DC 20505 


Dear Stan: 

I cannot accept the draft of the strategic NIE which 
you sent me on February 26. The discussions of trends in _ 
Soviet forces are balanced and helpful, but they get lost in 
the mass of force exchange calculations . _ More important, I 
cannot agree to the continued inclusion in. the draft of net 
assessment discussions. It swamps the intelligence analysis 
with highly ’’assumptions- dependent' material on US forces 
and doctrine. It also brings into the estimate material 
that has no place there and that should be done- -and is 
being done- -in the Defense Department. 

Intelligence estimates cannot properly serve as the 
forum for net assessments. Any particular calculation or 
set of calculations- -whether that of the SAGA analysis 
referred to in the draft, or of the CIA- conducted analysis 
that provides much of the material in the draft, or of the 
PA&E work reflected in the Defense Report for FY 81--is 
highly dependent for its validity on the forces, scenarios 
and tactics assumed. No one or even two sets pf exchange 
calculations can prope r ly be given the status inevitably , i/ 0 
associated with inclusi on in an NIE. _ The process of ana- ^ 
lyzing the interaction of US and Soviet forces, requires a 
wholly different additional set of skills and brings to bear 
a wholly different additional set of considerations from 
that of intelligence analysis. To try to equate Soviet 
capabilities with these postulated forces must surely result 
in the warping and twisting of US foreign intelligence 
analysis over the longer term. 

Use of an NIE as a vehicle for publishing net assess- 
ment analyses is made particularly inappropriate by the fact 
that the results depend at least as much on as sumptions — madO - 
about US forces and tactics in the future as on those made 

about the Soviets". The intelligence estimating process is 

sufficiently complex and uncertain without compounding it by 
attempting a staff-level prediction of how US decision 
programs would be adjusted to future events. It is funda- 
mentally misleading to compare, for example, programmed 
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US "SALT” forces with hypothesized Soviet "no-SALT M forces 
Even°^f Clng f OStulated U S "no-SALT" forces is no real help! 

Ufc f i aS -. T assume to be the case, DoD staff contributes 
to the development of _ the assumed US forces, the resulting 
. orces have no authoritative standing whatsoever. We are 

n? in the P ro T cess of updating our planning for how the 

US would react to the collapse of the SALT process and thus 

valid? lySeS based ° n your (or oth er) assumed US programs are 

. . E f timates of what the Soviets may do in the future are 
predictive and properly a function of intelligence Esti- 

authoritative USE US h Y* U do that are Publishfd in ‘an 
authoritative USG publication are inevitably prescriptive 

^ mP n Ct ° n the P rocess of decision on US p?oa?ams P It is 
in the Department of Defense, in connection with preparation 
of our long term defense, that our future strategic 

must be developed, not in the Ctenigelce com " 

st arker-way, who shoSld be the animate sinale 
authority for predicting what US forces are likely to he E 

Iec?eta?rof i L e ? Ce ' Pr 0 jeC w ted Soviet *>«•” 

Certainly the^r ?* 1 ? 6 1S th e most appropriate candidate. 

ncf is X no? t t£° r the 

... ’ the appropriate vehicle for net assessment . 

fnr assessment is, of course, an important task It i 

h n in ii rea nrl that L - ongrate a Net Assessments Director* 
CJ?I» SaS rSmm Ce ^he Secreta ry ot Defense and that X 
DAP r . Group and my programming and analysis staff ir, 

right answer or the co mp lete P answei to ?he question. ® 

°f 1 Sfi«el 1 ligfnce t comm™fty--i:d a p ions - 

\eet P our nati onal 

ment of Defend * wh ich is the proper task of the Depart- 
net assessment eff^rt^ but e i S rfnJnI 10nS f ° r im P rovin S DoD ' s 

of even h^ne^sse^Tt i 

intelligence estimate. 7 s in a national 


Approved For Release 2004^^2 ^>j«RDP81B00401R002300080005-7 


Llm 

Approved For Release 2004/02/02 : CIA-RDP81B00401R002300080005-7 


I therefore request that all the exchanoecalculations 

now included m the draft of NIE 11-3/8^79 be removed 

you conclude that you cannot agree to this course, olease 

before 1 raiSe the isSUe With the President 

oerore the NIE is issued. 


no iT. 




SECRj 
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